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a narrow strait connecting two open seas, and is not
subject to the same rules as such straits. And further,
if it be such a strait, any power at war with Egypt would
have a right to blockade its entrance, just as France
would have a right to blockade the Solent, if she were
at war with England. I venture to think that not only
England, but all the maritime powers who use the canal,
would strenuously object to any such proceeding. In
1877 Lord Derby intimated to Russia, then at war with
Turkey, that any attempt to blockade the canal, or
otherwise obstruct its use, would cause England to
renounce her attitude of neutrality. Not only did all
the neutral powers applaud this declaration; but the
Russian Government itself replied that it considered- the
canal an international enterprise, which ought to be
exempt from attack. It would have been hardly possible
to win the universal approval of neutrals and the acqui-
escence of belligerents for an act which, if the canal was
subject to the same rules as a natural channel, curtailed
in the interests of England the undoubted rights of the
parties to the war.

In truth, the artificial character of the canal, which
the advocates of the theory that it is an arm of the sea
put aside as non-essential, is one of the great material
facts that rule the situation, and would be universally
acknowledged to be so, were Egypt powerful enough to
assert herself, and claim, in the settlement of the con-
troversies now raging, the position which the territorial
power ought to occupy. What would be thought of a
claim on the part of the nations to navigate the Crinan
or the Caledonian Canal without reference to the wishes
of Great Britian ? I do not think we in England should
hear much of the theory that, since they connect two